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conceptual framework has been widely hailed by persons of diverse political ideology. Some (Fogel 1975, Morris 1974, Von Hirsch 1976) advocate replacing the treatment model with a justice model to end coerced treatment and protect offenders' rights; others support the justice model as justification for more severe punishments (Van den Haag 1975) or adopt a neoclassical utilitarian stance emphasizing social defense and in-capacitation as the primary goal of criminal justice (Wilson 1975).
But emphasis on deterrence, incapacitation, and retribution instead of rehabilitation as a goal of sentencing and efforts to reform sentencing policies and practices do not eliminate the need to search for wider sentencing options and more effective institutional and community rehabilitation programs; the availability of correctional services for sentenced offenders implicitly affects sentencing decisions. Zimring (1978), for example, rejects rehabilitation as a basis for sentencing youthful offenders but maintains that opportunities for rehabilitation must exist in facilities to which juvenile delinquents are referred. Rejecting "compulsory moral rearmament," he holds that sentencing policy for juveniles must leave "room for reform." This requires good facilities with programs that permit offenders to help themselves by taking advantage of self-improvement opportunities. He adds (Zimring 1978, p. 104), "The principles and guidelines for sentencing youthful offenders can only be as good as the facilities to which the offender is sent. In this important sense, reform in dispositional policy is intimately connected to the institutions that deliver that policy." Not only institutions but also the availability of community-based facilities and programs is likely to indirectly affect sentencing disposition and opportunities to find "room for reform."
Our society cannot avoid the perplexing and recurring problems of how to deal with criminal offenders and the consequences of its penal policy. It is crucial therefore in light of the apparent swing of the pendulum of opinion toward skepticism about rehabilitation and a more punitive approach that we avoid new simplistic solutions (particularly since knowledge about the effects of policies aimed at deterrence and incapacitation is quite limited (Blumstein et al. 1978)) and that we continue efforts to develop, implement, test, and evaluate a variety of intervention programs systematically in the search for a more humane and effective correctional policy.
THE FIRST REPORT: The Rehabilitation of Criminal Offenders: Problems and Prospects
The Panel on Research on Rehabilitative Techniques was created in 1977 in the context of the debate over the efficacy of rehabilitation programs and the challenge to their appropriateness as a goal of the criminal justice